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85-4-1 


85-4-3 


85-4-4 


Albert; Prof. P. d'Hollander; Ms. E. Killean. 
Call to Order 
The meeting was called to order at 2:10 p.m. 
Dr. Kenniff advised that the first item on the Agenda would be dealt with in 
"Closed Session" and he asked those in attendance who were not Senators, 
with the exception of the Chairman of the Selection Committee for the 10th 


Anniversary Distinguished Teaching Awards, to leave the meeting. 


OPEN SESSION 


Approval of Minutes 


IT WAS MOVED BY MS. WEITZMAN, SECONDED BY MR. CHEN, 
THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING OF MARCH 22, 
1985, BE APPROVED. 

MOTION CARRIED. 


Remarks from the Chair 


Dr. Kenniff welcomed Dr. Francis Whyte, who assumed office as 
Vice-Rector, Academic as of May 1, 1985, to his first Senate meeting. In 
addition, commenting on an announcement which was made yesterday 
afternoon, Dr. Kenniff advised that on the occasion of the retirement of Dr. 
Russell Breen, a specific effort would be made to raise funds for the 
refurbishing of the existing Drummond Science Library in order to 
transform the rotunda area into the Rev. Dr. Russell W. Breen University 


85-4-5 


85-4-6 


85-4-7 


85-4-8 


Senate Chamber, which would allow Senate and other University bodies to 
hold meetings on the University's premises. 


With respect to last week's announced approval by the Minister of 
Education of the Plan quinquennal des investissements universitaires: 
1985-1990, Dr. Kenniff explained that this was basically an up-date of the 
document which was approved in December, 1984 and announced in 
January, 1985, as the Plan quinquennal: 1984-1989. He further advised that 
the overall amounts of money having been approved by Cabinet in the two 
Plans, this meant that the decision by Treasury Board to commit the monies 
on a year-to-year basis would follow in due course; and that the new 5-year 
Plan included Phase II, of UQAM's campus development, as well as the 
Concordia Library Projects, which reinforces the approval which the 
University has received last year. 


Reports from Councils, etc., 


Dr. Kenniff drew members’ attention to document US-85-4-D2 from the 
Fine Arts Faculty Council, which he advised was being tabled at Senate for 
information. 


In connection with a recent announcement by the Minister of Higher 
Education, Science and Technology concerning the results of the first round 
of the actions structurantes competitions, it was reported that a Concordia 
team from the Department of Mechanical Engineering, Faculty of 
Engineering and Computer Science, was one of the 12 research teams 
selected for funding, i.e., the Mechanical Engineering team has been 
identified as one of the twelve best groups in research in priority areas in the 
Province; and, in addition, three Concordia groups were involved in the 
second round of the competitions. It was also reported that as one of the 5 
member institutions of the Centre de Recherche informatique de Montréal, 
Concordia researchers are involved with two teams which have received 
grants, each totaling 1-34million dollars over a five-year period; and that 
two other groups were entered in the second round of the actions 
structurantes competitions, the results of which were expected to be 
announced either at the end of June or in September, 1985. 


With respect to the above, Dr. Kenniff noted that in his announcement, the 
Minister specifically referred to Concordia as an example to be followed in 
terms of identifying priorities, pulling together teams which lead to research 
which is qualified as excellent, with resources which are limited. He also 
stated that while this was intended as a compliment to the University, it 
was, in his opinion, a real compliment to the Concordia research teams who 
have been honoured by the grants. 


Recommendation concerning the University Writing Test 


Prof. Giguére presented and explained the report from the Steering 
Committee, (document US-85-4-D3), and the recommendations contained 
therein, concerning the University Writing Test. He emphasized that the 
proposal to establish a Committee on the University Writing Test was 


basically to formalize and give official recognition to an ad hoc group which 
has been involved in administering the UWT; and that while there had been 
some discussion in Steering Committee over the question of expanding the 
proposed Committee's membership to include representatives from all of the 
Faculties, etc., it was the feeling of the Steering Committee that since this 
would be a very technical Committee which would deal specifically with the 
UWT, its membership should remain small, and the wider interests of the 
University could be dealt with when the Committee's recommendations are 
being vetted through UCCC itself. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GIGUERE, SECONDED BY PROF. 
XISTRIS, THAT THE RECOMMENDATIONS FROM THE STEERING 
COMMITTEE CONCERNING THE COMMITTEE ON THE 
UNIVERSITY WRITING TEST, (ITEMS 1, 2, AND 3, PAGE 1, 
DOCUMENT US-85-4-D3), BE APPROVED. 


It was argued that given that the proposed Committee would be concerned 
with a test which would in due course be taken by all undergraduate 
students, and that it was a test which fundamentally affects students not 
only with respect to graduation but also in terms of their progress beyond 
the Ist year level, it was imperative that there be provisions in the 
Committee's membership, (Recommendation 2, page 1, document 
US85040D3), for an undergraduate student representative. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY MR. MCARDLE, SECONDED BY 
MS. WHITZMAN, THAT THE FIRST "AND" IN LINE 3, 
RECOMMENDATION 2, PAGE 1, DOCUMENT US-85-4-D3, BE 
DELETED, AND THE PHRASE "AND ONE STUDENT 
REPRESENTATIVE APPOINTED BY CUSA;." BE ADDED AT THE 
END OF THE FIRST SENTENCE. 


Issues which were raised included a question as to whether or not students 
in the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science were represented by 
CUSA vis-a-vis membership on the proposed Committee; whether passing 
the UWT should be a requirement for student membership on the proposed 
Committee; and whether the Committee should be mandated to look into the 
question of requiring all faculty members to take the UWT. 


It was stated that the TESL Department had been represented on the original 
ad hoc committee which had developed the UWT; that it was also the 
Department in the University responsible for language testing; and that 
perhaps therefore TESL, as opposed to the Education Department, should 
be represented on the proposed Committee. 


Again it was emphasized that in the opinion of the Steering Committee, the 
mandate of the proposed Committee, which was basically to gather statistics 
and keep track of what was going on vis-a-vis the UWT, did not justify 
establishing a large body which would include in its membership 
representatives from all of the Faculties, students, etc., to do a very 
technical job. 


With respect to the existing ad hoc group which has been overseeing the 
implementation and administration of the UWT, Senate was advised that 
competence in written expression was approved by Senate in December 
1982, as a graduation requirement; that the then Associate Vice-Rector, 
Academic Planning was mandated in January 1983 to establish a committee 
to implement the competence in written expression graduation requirement; 
that that committee included representatives from the TESL Department, the 
Département d'études francaises, the English Department, the Admissions 
Office and the Registrar's Office; that the committee developed a set of 
administrative and policy guidelines which were adopted by the Rector's 
Cabinet on April 13, 1983, the first of which stated that "ultimate 
responsibility for the administration of the University Writing Test 1-ies 
with the Vice-Rector, Academic, Arts and Science, in consultation with the 
Registrar, the Director of Admissions, and other academic administrators of 
the University"; that the Vice-Rector, Academic, in June, 1983, delegated 
responsibility for implementing the UWT to the Dean, Division I, Faculty of 
Arts and Science; and that the Dean, Division I, then met with the incoming 
Assistant Dean, and representatives from the English Department, the 
Département d'études francaises, the Registrar's Office, and the Admissions 
Office, which group up to this point, constitutes the committee which has 
been overseeing the implementation and administration of the UWT. 


The Chair suggested that procedurally, Senate should deal with the 
amendment on the floor, before possibly considering the question of the 
usefulness of an imposed committee, in the light of the information which 
has been provided above. 


During continued discussion it was pointed out that the amendment was to 
add one student to the proposed Committee, thereby changing it from a 3 to 
a 4 member committee, which, it was argued, would not be unwieldy. 


It was pointed out that the amendment was to add "one student appointed by 
CUSA", and it was wondered whether the intention in the wording was to 
allow for the possibility of having either an undergraduate or graduate 
student appointed. 


In response to the above, the mover of the amendment advised that the 
intention was that the student to be appointed by CUSA would be an 
undergraduate student, but at the same time he would be open to 
consideration of the possibility of appointing either an undergraduate or 
graduate student, if Senate decided to go in that direction. 


In response to comments concerning CUSA's right to appoint a student in 
the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science to the proposed 
Committee, Dr. Kenniff explained that with respect to the Act concerning 
student representation, students in the Faculty of Engineering and Computer 
Science, both undergraduate and graduate, were now legally represented by 
an association which is called AEGIC, which is accredited and recognized 
by the appropriate procedure under the Act, i.e., with respect to the 
Institution, AEGIC was accredited under the Act, with the Faculty of 
Engineering and Computer Science. However, he further stated that given 


that the Association which is recognized by the University for purposes of 
representing undergraduate students at large in the University was CUSA, 
technically CUSA could appoint to a University body or committee a 
student from Engineering. 


THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. (20 in 
favour; 8 opposed; 9 recorded abstentions.) 


In response to a question concerning the status of the proposed Committee 
vis-a-vis the process of reporting to Senate through UCCC, it was 
explained that the intention was that the Committee would in fact be a 
sub-committee of UCCC, which meant that as with other sub-committees, 
recommendations, if any, would come through UCCC; and that UCCC 
would have the right to endorse, modify, or reject any recommendations 
which may come forward. It was also explained that the word "monitor" 
was to be interpreted in the normal sense of that word and was being used 
in conjunction with the Committee's mandate as a statistics gathering group 
of people. 


With respect to earlier comments which were made concerning the ad hoc 
group which has administered the UWT up to this point, Dr. Kenniff 
advised that regardless of whether or not the Steering Committee was acting 
on formal knowledge of the existence of the committee which had been set 
up to supervise the University Writing Test, it was nonetheless the feeling 
of the Steering Committee that there should be a formal committee which is 
recognized by resolution of Senate, so that Senate, as the supreme academic 
body of the University is responsible in a real way for the UWT, which was 
very much a part of the academic curriculum; that this should somehow be 
under the aegis of Senate and the University Curriculum Coordinating 
Committee; and that what was being proposed would be a much more 
satisfactory process for monitoring the UWT. 


Dean Taddeo stated that he was in complete agreement with the rationale 
given above, especially in light of the reorganizational changes that are now 
taking place both at the level of the Faculty of Arts and Science and at the 
Vice-Rectoral level, whereby there is one Vice-Rector, Academic instead of 
two, and there will be a single Dean for the Faculty of Arts and Science. 
However, he suggested that there should be some provision, either formally 
or informally, for input from the people who have been involved in the 
process over the last two years, and specifically those from the Admissions 
and Registrar's Offices, particularly given that some of the things referred to 
in the proposal, impact directly and heavily on the day-to-day running of 
those Offices. 


Again it was suggested that a representative from TESL should be on the 
Committee, perhaps not as a replacement but certainly as an addition to the 
membership, it being argued that TESL was responsible for language 
testing at the University, including the Michigan Language Test, and also 
that TESL 209 was a course which was used in lieu of the UWT for certain 
groups of undergraduate students at Concordia. 


THE MOVER AND SECONDER AGREED THAT A SUGGESTION 
THAT - "A REPRESENTATIVE FROM TESL BE ADDED TO THE 
MEMBERSHIP OF THE PROPOSED COMMITTEE," - BE 
INCORPORATED INTO THE MAIN MOTION. 


It was pointed out that the Registrar's and Admissions Offices were 
officially represented on UCCC itself, and it was suggested and agreed that 
rather than formally adding to the membership of the proposed Committee, 
both Offices would be consulted by the Committee as the need arises. 


It was suggested that rather than to continue to add representatives to the 
Committee, the membership should be amended to read simply "that the 
Committee be composed of 3 fulltime faculty members and 1 undergraduate 
student", which it was argued, would allow flexibility with respect to the 
appointment of faculty members. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. HAMALIAN, SECONDED 
BY PROF. WHEELER, THAT REFERENCE TO THE FOUR FACULTY 
REPRESENTATIVES AS NOW DESIGNATED IN THE MOTION, 
(RECOMMENDATION 2, PAGE 1, DOCUMENT US-85-4-D3), BE 
REPLACED BY - "THREE FACULTY MEMBERS, APPOINTED BY 
SENATE". 


During discussion on the amendment it was argued that the Department of 
English, Département d'études francaises, and TESL needed to be 
represented on the Committee. It was further argued that given the 
Committee's mandate to develop policies concerning the collection and 
maintenance of operational statistics, it was essential that an individual who 
was knowledgeable with respect to statistics, i.e., a mathematician, also be 
on the Committee. 


THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT CARRIED. 


In connection with earlier comments concerning the existing ad hoc 
committee vis-a-vis the Committee which was now being proposed, it was 
wondered whether the intention was that the proposed Committee would 
replace the ad hoc committee or whether both would continue to exist. It 
was further stated that the situation seemed to be rather odd in that we have 
an ad hoc committee which does not really have a place in the structure but 
which appears to be making the policy, while at the same time we are going 
through an elaborate process today to set up a body which we have been 
assured would be purely a technical committee; and it was wondered 
whether it might not be better if Senate were to consider today setting up a 
policy making committee. 


Dr. Kenniff stated that he was hesitant about responding to the above, 
because it was his feeling that it would be preferable, if possible, to avoid 
settling the metaphysical issue of the existence of the ad hoc committee 
versus the existence of the committee to be set up by Senate, which was 
something that could be subsequently determined. At the same time he 
stated that the question as to whether we wanted to establish a broader 


policy-making committee, was an issue which could certainly be discussed 
at Senate. In addition he emphasized that the intention of the Steering 
Committee in presenting the proposal now before Senate, was simply to 
have a formal monitoring body because of specific difficulties which have 
been encountered with respect to the UWT-, which have been previously 
debated at Senate. 


It was argued that we could certainly debate the issue as to whether the 
proposed Committee or some other committee would look at policy aspects, 
but if we were to do so, it would be tantamount in effect, to tabling the 
motion on the floor, in the sense that we would have to start from scratch 
and determine the composition of such a policy-making committee. It was 
further argued that UCCC, which was a policy recommending committee on 
all matters dealing with curricula, already has by its very nature, a mandate 
to recommend on policy aspects with respect to the UWT; that in fact, 
UCCC has already come forward with a policy recommendation concerning 
the UWT in the form of a notice of motion, (document US-854-DI]); that if 
it is decided at some point in time that there should be a body other than 
UCCC to deal with policy aspects, we could consider that at a later date; and 
that at this particular meeting the discussion should focus on the issue of 
whether or not there was need to collect and maintain operational statistics 
on the UWT. 


In response to a question concerning the phrase "monitor all aspects of the 
UWV, (Recommendation 3.a), page 1, document US-85-4-D3), it was 
explained that the intention was that the Committee would be mandated to 
find out who writes the test , when they write it, where they come from in 
terms of Faculty and programme, etc., i.e., the gathering of statistics. 


Again in response to a question concerning the existing ad hoc committee, 
Dr. Kenniff expressed the opinion that the concept of having a monitoring 
committee reporting to UCCC, which is a policy Committee of Senate, 
should be able to fill the bill quite successfully, if that was the wish of 
Senate, and therefore there would no longer be a need for an appended ad 
hoc committee created in another forum with people whose functions no 
longer exist per se; that Senate was the proper forum for airing and 
considering the UWT; and that the committees of Senate should be the 
bodies responsible for monitoring and recommending policies to Senate 
with respect to that. 


THE MAIN MOTION, AS AMENDED AND CHANGED, WAS VOTED 
ON AND WAS CARRIED. (30 in favour; 0 opposed; 3 abstentions.) 


85-4-9 IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GIGUERE, SECONDED BY MR. 
ROUSTON, THAT THE APPOINTMENTS TO THE COMMITTEE ON 
THE UNIVERSITY WRITING TEST, (PAGE 2, DOCUMENT 
US-85-4-D3), BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


85-4-10 


85-4-11 


85-4-12 


Dr. Kenniff drew Senate's attention to the notice of motion from UCCC, 
(document US-85-4-Dll), concerning a requirement that students must sit 
the UWT prior to completion of their first 30 credits, which he advised was 
intended to be considered at the next meeting of Senate. 


Establishment of an ad hoc committee on Academic Recognition 


Prof. Gordon presented and explained the proposal from the Steering 
Committee concerning the establishment of an ad hoc Committee on 
Academic Recognition, (document US-85-4-D4). 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GORDON, SECONDED BY PROF. 
LIGHTSTONE THAT THE PROPOSAL TO ESTABLISH AN AD HOC 
COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC RECOGNITION, AS DESCRIBED IN 
DOCUMENT US-85-4-D4, BE APPROVED. 


In response to a concern expressed over the September, 1985, deadline date 
for submission of draft proposals to Senate, (item 4, in the mandate, 
document US-85-4-D4), Dr. Kenniff advised that it was the feeling of the 
Steering Committee, that given that the issues concerning both the category 
of Professor Emeritus and Distinguished Teaching Awards have been the 
subject of considerable debate at Faculty Councils and Senate, the 
availability of documentation, etc., the Committee would not have to start 
from scratch; and that therefore it should be possible to do something in a 
concerted way between now and September, 1985. However, he also stated 
that if we find in September that there was need for more time, the 
Committee could make an interim report to Senate at that stage. 


Dr. Kenniff drew Senate's attention to a report which was being circulated 
from the Commerce and Administration Faculty Council concerning the 
establishment of the category of Professor Emeritus, and he asked members 
to inscribe number US-85-4-D12 on the document. 


Responding to a question concerning possible input to the Committee from 
recently retired distinguished past faculty members, Dr. Kenniff explained 
that it was the Steering Committee's feeling that the membership as 
proposed consisted of a group of people who were all distinguished senior 
faculty members; and he suggested that rather than getting into a new debate 
over additional appointments, it would be better simply to trust the 
Committee to consult such people as widely as possible. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 


Revisions to the Memberships of Senate and Standing Committees of 
Senate 


In introducing this Agenda Item, Dr. Kenniff emphasized that amendments 
being proposed in document US-85-4-D10, were purely technical in nature 
and were designed to correct the designation of certain functions in the light 
of recent administrative changes in the University. He noted that item (d), 
page 1, document US-85-4-DlO, should be corrected to read - "The 


85-4-13 


Associate Vice-Rector, Academic (Research)". He also advised that the 
proposed amendments to Articles 36 and 37, of the Bylaws of the 
University were those which were underlined on page 1, document 
US-85-4-Dl0O; and that these changes, if approved by Senate, would be 
forwarded to the Board of Governors for its approval. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. ROUSTAN, SECONDED BY MR. CHEN, 
THAT THE RECOMMENDATIONS FROM THE STEERING 
COMMITTEE CONCERNING REVISIONS TO THE MEMBERSHIPS 
OF SENATE AND COMMITTEES OF SENATE, (PAGES 1 AND 2, 
DOCUMENT US-85-4-DI1O), BE APPROVED. 


In response to a question concerning the broader issue of the recomposition 
of Senate in general, Dr. Kenniff advised that a special meeting of the 
Steering Committee has been scheduled, for Friday, May 10, 1985, the sole 
purpose of which was to begin discussion on that particular item; and that 
hopefully Senate would receive a report on the matter in the near future. 


In response to a concern which was raised in connection with the date of 
implementation of the proposed changes, particularly with respect to the 
positions designated under items (h), and (1) which would not come into 
existence until July 1, 1985, it was suggested and agreed that it be included 
in the motion to the Board of Governors that the changes under items "(h)" 
and "(i)" become effective as of July 1, 1985, and that in the interim, the 
existing paragraphs in Article 36 which refer. to the Divisional Deans and 
the Provost of the Faculty of Arts and Science, would remain in effect. 


In response to a question, the Chair explained that the term "professor" in 
items(k), (1) and (m) in Article 36, was the terminology which has been 
used in the Bylaws of the University for some time, and that to his 
knowledge it has never restricted faculty members on Senate to full 
professors, i.e., the custom has been to refer to faculty members as 
"professors" regardless of rank or title; and he suggested that we should 
simply continue to acknowledge the established practice. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 


Budget Cutback Task Force Report 


Dr. Kenniff reminded members that when the Task Force was established 
by the Board of Governors, an exchange had occurred at Senate whereby 
Senators had expressly formulated the desire that the eventual Report of the 
Task Force would be brought before this body particularly if that Report 
had any academic implications. He stated that inasmuch as it was difficult to 
imagine that any report involving a reduction in the difference between 
revenues and expenditures in the University in the order of 3 million 
dollars, would not have any academic implications, it was the feeling of the 
Chair and the Steering Committee that rather than attempting to parse the 
Report for its academic implications, the Report itself ought to be an item on 
the Agenda for this meeting for the purpose of eliciting comments, etc., 
from members of Senate; and that in connection with that, Prof. G. Martin, 


Chair, Budget Cutback Task Force, has been invited to be present at this 
meeting, to respond to comments and questions from members of Senate, 
as the need may arise. He further stated that Prof. Martin has been invited to 
the meeting, less in his capacity as Vice-Rector, Administration and 
Finance, than as Chair of the Task Force; that the Task Force was 
established by the Board of Governors with a mandate to report to the 
Board through the Finance Committee of the Board; that the Finance 
Committee has requested the Senior Administration of the University to 
consider the Report and to make appropriate recommendations concerning 
its implementation; that his invitation today for comments, as with the 
invitation for comments which appeared on the front page of The Thursday 
Report Special Edition, was intended to elicit some input into the reaction 
from the University's Administration; and that response, reactions, 
comments, etc., from members of Senate would be welcomed and would be 
taken into account as the Administration attempts to deal with the very 
difficult task of deciding how best to proceed from this point on. 


Finally, he stated that the financial situation of the University has certainly 
not improved since the moment at which the Task Force was established; 
that, as he had previously explained to Senate at an earlier meeting, while it 
was all very well and good for the Government to announce that there 
would be no University budget cuts next year, which may allow us to hold 
our own in 1985/86, it would in fact do absolutely nothing in terms of 
solving Concordia's accumulated financial woes; that the situation that 
prevailed at the time the Task Force was set up still exists, 1.e. , it has not in 
any way improved; and that therefore we could not consider the Report with 
any degree of levity. 


As a general remark it was stated that we were constantly putting ourselves 
forward in the public eye, as being able to do "more with less", which, it 
was felt was certainly a dubious honour; and it was wondered to what 
degree we were not telegraphing to people in the community and to the 
Government that we could do even more with less than what we now have, 
by so readily demonstrating that we can cut in excess of 3 million dollars 
from our budget? With respect to proposed budget cuts, and specifically 
those proposed in terms of the Library monograph acquisition budget, it 
was argued that the increase in that budget which was approved last year 
was an absolute necessity for maintaining the quality of Concordia's 
Libraries; that any academic institution which could so readily decide to cut 
40 thousand dollars off its buying power in monographs, was 
compromising its values in a significant way; that if we are a serious 
institution, we have to recognize that we have a duty to maintain a serious 
University Library; that this means that any monies that we could find to 
throw in the Library's way, ought to be sacrosanct; and that many sacrifices 
in other areas ought to be made before we decide to cut acquisitions budgets 
in this area. 


With respect to the proposed cuts in the Faculty of Arts and Science, it was 
stated that implementing the suggested reduction of science electives would 
actually be flying in the face of recommendations emanating from a Report 
on General Education which had been the subject of considerable debate in 


Faculty Council. Concerning the proposed reduction of Science laboratories 
at the 200 level from 4 to 3 hours, it was argued that not all labs could be 
reduced to 3 hours; that this was not the norm at other universities; and that 
it would affect Graduate Studies in the sense that our graduate students were 
also teaching assistants and the amount of money that they receive was 
dependent on the laboratory teaching, which, if reduced, could place us in a 
non-competitive situation. 


In response to the above, Senate was advised that the Task Force had been 
informed that 3-hour labs were the norm at other institutions and that, in 
fact, there were no 200 level labs at McGill. However, it was stated that one 
would very much doubt that Chemistry 211 was 3 hours at any other 
institution and that in addition, the kind of experiments conducted could not 
possibly be done in 3 hours. 


In connection with the above, Dean Roy stated that the proposed reduction 
in laboratory hours was an option which had been discussed with the Task 
Force, and one which the Task Force gravitated towards because it seemed 
to address, several problems, one being the ability of Division III to 
continue to expand and to add more students. In addition, it was clear that 
not all courses could be reduced to 3 hours, particularly in the Chemistry 
Department, where there were professional requirements with respect to the 
Order of Chemists. On the other hand, given previous experience with the 
initial situation at the time of the merger, where 3-hour labs were offered on 
the Loyola Campus and 4-hour labs on the SGW Campus, it should be 
possible to move in the proposed direction at the introductory level, 
particularly at the collegial equivalent level within Biology, Exercise 
Science, and perhaps Geology. At the same time, he explained that there 
was an additional implication concerning the proposed reduction which he 
had mentioned to the Task Force and about which the Task Force had also 
received some indication from Institutional Research, which concerned 
norm-generated space not only for departments in Division III but for the 
University as a whole, i.e., reducing laboratory hours could in fact reduce 
our total space entitlement, which in turn could cut our capital budget, rental 
budget, etc.; and consequently he felt that this was something that should be 
looked at rather carefully before we jump too quickly and on too big a scale 
with respect to the implementation of this proposal. Finally, he stated that 
there were also curricular implications, 1.e., some courses have now been 
set up, laboratory manuals have been written, etc., on the basis of 4 hours, 
all of which would require some time for adjustment; and consequently he 
did not feel that the proposed reduction was something that would happen 
for the coming year. 


With respect to comments in connection with budget cuts in the two areas 
referred to up to this point in the discussion, Prof. Martin explained that in 
its work the Task Force tried to minimize the direct cuts at the first level of 
the educational process but it could not do without them all. In addition, to 
reach the end result, i.e., to achieve the recommended target, the Task Force 
took it in stages as it were, working from the core educational process out to 
the more peripheral units, whereby those areas which are much less directly 
related to the educational process were subject to bigger percentage cuts than 


those directly related. With respect to the Library budget, he explained that 
other alternatives were considered; that it was the feeling of the Task Force 
that the proposed 40 thousand dollar cut in the monograph acquisition 
budget, .which represented less that 10% of the additional money provided 
to that budget a year and a half ago, would not basically adversely affect the 
Library. 


In response to a question concerning the proposed internship fee, (item 
C.1.), and particularly with respect to the School of Community and Public 
Affairs where, it was argued, students in the programme were already being 
charged a tuition fee for internships and in some cases students have 
actually found their own internships, Prof. Martin advised that the question 
of internship fee per se, was presented without specific reference to one 
particular group or another, and that the crucial factor was whether or not 
the students were paid and whether or not the University helped in finding 
the jobs; that this chiefly has a bearing on the third group, i.e., Teaching of 
English as a Second Language, where most of the internships were not paid 
and therefore the University would expect not to actually collect that money; 
that the point was made and discussed by the Task Force that in fact the 
University was putting additional resources into those areas to help students 
get those internships and that the proposed fee was simply intended to offset 
a portion of that expenditure; that if in fact there were a few students who 
have found their own internships and are being paid, those students would 
unfortunately be penalized by the imposition of the internship fee; that there 
were students in internships who earn significant amounts of money over 
the summer months; and that the crucial point was that students in 
non-paying internships would not be charged the fee. 


It was suggested that the recommendations in the Task Force Report should 
be presented in a different literary format, namely it should be reported to 
the Board of Governors that if we cut 1 million dollars, this will suffer, that 
if we cut 2 million dollars, this plus this will suffer, etc., etc.; that it should 
be made apparent to all, and to the Government, that if we cut 2 million 
dollars, we are in fact cutting certain types of services, and that if we must 
cut 3 million dollars we are reaching the point at which we are jeopardizing 
to some degree, the academic integrity of the University; and that it was 
rather self defeating to simply say that we have to cut 3 million dollars from 
the budget and we were going to proceed to do so even if it means 
infringing upon the integrity of the academic component of the University. 
Again with respect to the proposed reduction in the Library monograph 
acquisitions budget, it was argued that the 10% reduction in the additional 
funds which had previously been allocated to that budget, represented 
approximately 1000 volumes per year, which was significant in terms of 
research; that this reduction would be understandable if Concordia wished 
to become an undergraduate college and have the kind of library that 
supports that type of enterprise; but that if we are really serious about 
research and about the effect of research upon university education, loosing 
1000 volumes a year was an extremely important affair. 


Prof. Martin explained that the target which had been given to the Task 
Force was 3 million dollars and not 2 million or 1 million, etc., nor was the 


Task Force given a scale under which it could operate. Speaking as 
Vice-Rector, Administration and Finance, he stated that we started the 
current fiscal year with a 6 million dollar deficit; that he was anticipating at 
the end of this year, an accumulated deficit in the range of between 10 to 12 
million dollars; that this year, at the present rate, we will probably end up at 
5 to 6 million dollars in the excess of expenditure over revenue; that starting 
next year, presumably at 10% interest rates, we will be paying some 2 
million dollars for the deficit alone; that unlike other institutions we do not 
have large endowment funds; that we are borrowing from the bank to cover 
the deficit and we will be in real trouble if the bank, at some point asks the 
University what it was doing to control its deficit; that we have no option 
but to get ourselves back in order, otherwise we will run out of money; and 
that it was this situation that led to the recommendation which led to the 
establishment of the Task Force. He further stated that there were obviously 
alternative ways to bring our revenues and expenditures into balance; that 
the mandate of and philosophy behind the Task Force was to take a first 
look and see if it could be done in the way in which it is proposed in the 
Report, as opposed to making global Faculty or salary cuts, or salary 
freezes, or other possible alternatives; that the Task Force has presented a 
series of recommendations on the basis of what might be termed a 
"nibbling" approach, 1.e., taking a little bit from here, there, and 
everywhere; that almost all departments were being hit in one form or 
another, whether it is the Library, the Computer Centre, areas which are 
important to other groups, students, etc.; and that there was no question that 
it was going to hurt the University to implement the Task Force 
recommendations, but not implementing them may hurt the University much 
more. 


It was argued that the alternative ways in which to meet the necessary 
financial reduction, should have been laid out; that there should be some 
public discussion as to whether it was better to starve everyone equally, or 
to identify what we need and to-maintain that in quality; and that while 
admittedly the latter was a more difficult task, we were only postponing the 
inevitable by continuing to nibble away at everybody every three years. 


In response, it was stated that there was a repetition of the above theme in 
the recommendations that were made three years ago, in the 
recommendations contained in the present Report, in the Fahey Committee 
Report, etc.; that there was a section in the Report from the Task Force 
which emphasizes that the University must decide what its priorities are; that 
lacking a decision with respect to priorities, the approach suggested by the 
Task Force was the nibbling approach as opposed to across the board cuts; 
that the Task Force was not mandated to determine priorities, nor was it 
appropriately structured to do so; and that Senate itself was probably the 
appropriate body for making decisions with respect to priorities. 


During continued discussion, a number of suggestions were made, 
including a suggestion that the faculty allowance for books and 
subscriptions be completely eliminated, as opposed to the proposed $50.00 
reduction; and that a charge be imposed for parking privileges in the Hall 
Building on weekends. 


With respect to Section IV of the Task Force Report, it was argued that the 
effect of implementing the recommendations in item A., would remove a 
vital service for Graduate students at Concordia. In addition, Senate was 
advised that the Dean of Graduate Studies has already written to the Rector 
in regard to this, concerning his objections to the recommendations in this 
section of the Report. 


In response to the suggestion that the Report be presented in a form 
showing the academic consequences resulting from cost cuts of 1 million, 2 
million, and 3 million dollars, and somehow conveying it to the public and 
the Government, Dr. Kenniff stated that whenever the University is faced 
with this kind of a situation, it is always on the horns of a dilemma; that on 
the one hand if we present the situation as being bleak, involving cuts in 
programmes, reduction in the quality of services, etc., and play that up, the 
reaction would be melancholy, depression, and bad feelings about the 
University both within and without the Institution; and that on the other 
hand, if we say that we can readily cut the budget by 3 million dollars 
without reducing the quality of our offerings, that our academic 
programmes are all maintained, etc., etc., the interpretation will be that we 
are merely cutting 3 million dollars worth of more fat and the question will 
be raised as to how far can we go before we actually get to the nitty gritty. 
He further stated that improving the financial situation of the University 
involves fundamentally two operations; one was looking at our revenue and 
expenditure operations, as we are doing this afternoon; the other aspect was 
to impress upon the Government yet again, that there is a fundamental 
injustice with respect to the way Concordia University is funded on its 
operating side. With regard to the latter, he assured members that the Chair 
of Senate makes that point and will continue to make that point at every 
opportunity, and that in fact over the course of the next few weeks the point 
will be raised once again with respect to the use of discretionary funds that 
the Minister of Higher Education may have available during the current 
year, despite the Minister's announcement that there would be no change in 
the funding formula. 


It was stated that one did not agree with earlier comments with regard to 
looking at strategy and prioritizing as being in the realm of Senate, Faculty 
Councils, etc.; rather it was suggested that what was needed was a blueprint 
with priorities to be set and the various academic units would then fill in 
what they feel is realistic, what they can do, and how they feel they can fit 
into the fabric that is being woven, etc. It was further stated that one 
completely agreed with an earlier comment to the effect that the reduction in 
the book and subscription allowance from $100.00 to $50.00 was worth 
absolutely zero, and that instead, it should be completely eliminated; and 
that academics, if they are good academics, will buy their own books. It 
was also noted that another problem which historically existed in the Faculty 
of Commerce and Administration was the use of markers for -term tests, 
etc., it being stated that in some courses markers have been needed, while in 
other areas they were considered an endowed right even for part-time 
faculty members; and the feeling was expressed that this situation has never 


really been addressed because of the fact that strategy and prioritizing has 
never basically been taken seriously. 


It was further stated that another issue that has been dealt with in the Faculty 
of Commerce and Administration was the concept of travel; that as budgets 
get compressed and personnel decreases and the Faculty was not out 
recruiting, there was basically no need for travel, unless someone was 
presenting a paper somewhere; that in that instance, if someone is 
presenting a paper, the request is vetted in the sense that the letter from the 
journal, conference, or whatever, is looked at, that it is determined there is 
in fact a paper, i.e., that the paper is not written on an airplane, etc., that the 
Faculty has attempted to legitimize this in a much more rational manner so 
that the whole experience is being handled in a relatively realistic way; that 
while this was in fact budget cutting, it really needed to be tied into a 
framework and a network of what goes on completely in the University 
with regard to the strategy of where Concordia is going, so that everyone 
knows the significance and the priorities of where the Faculties fit; and that 
this was really the key issue, and it was not something that could be done in 
isolation or in a telephone booth, where we are deciding unilaterally as to 
what we should chop today or tomorrow. 


During continued discussion, it was argued that notwithstanding the lengthy 
debates in Senate two years ago in connection with the Mission Statement, 
we have not yet tackled the problem of academic priorities; that Senate was 
in fact the body that should determine the academic priorities of the 
University; that either a special Senate Committee should be established or 
the Steering Committee itself be mandated to indicate the particular items in 
the Report of the Task Force which have direct academic implications and to 
present the Report to the Board of Governors in a form indicating the 
academic consequences of implementing the recommendations; and that 
Senate should adopt a resolution indicating to the Board of Governors that it 
is strongly opposed to the proposed 40 thousand dollar reduction in the 
Library monograph acquisition budget. 


In response to a comment concerning the proposed 10% reduction in 
Faculty travel budget vis-a-vis the budget controls, particularly in Division 
II, Faculty of Arts and Science, Prof. Martin stated that while the Task 
Force felt that the amount of money spent on travel was already low, it was 
nonetheless faced with the question as to what does not have a direct impact 
on teaching programmes. 


Concerning the last sentence in the Report that "The University has gone as 
far as it can go", it was stated that four years ago it was felt that between 
1981 and 1985 we would get our act together and find out whether we were 
going to have these kinds of periodic cuts or whether there was going to be 
some planning in terms of priorities in the Institution; that this priority 
planning has not yet been done; and that one would hope that it would be 
done so that in 1989 we will not be faced with another report which states 
yet again that the University has already gone as far as it can go. 


With respect to comments made concerning travel budgets, it was stated that 
one would not want Senate to be left with the impression that the Faculties 
were wasting money vis-a-vis travel for frivolous conferences, writing 
papers on airplanes, etc.; that that would be a direct hit against those who 
are excellent academics, who were publishing in international journals, 
presenting papers at Learned Society conferences, etc.; and it would leave 
the impression that people were travelling simply for the sake of fun and 
pleasure; and that one would very much resent that kind of public statement 
being made in Senate with respect to all Faculties. It was further argued that 
for the past eight years in the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science, 
legitimate travel has been earmarked as a very important item in the 
non-salary budget; that the feeling of faculty members was that they would 
rather have the money for travel than to have someone mark their papers or 
to have money for laboratory supplies, etc.; and that because the Dean was 
spending more money on travel and lesson laboratory supplies and 
materials, the proposed 10% across the board reduction in travel budgets 
would have a much greater impact than if more money had been allocated to 
laboratory supplies where the budget was not being touched; and that 
insofar as the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science was concerned, 
the Dean -should have been asked as to how much money he should put 
into travel first and then 10% of that amount be cut. It was also stated that 
while one would completely agree with the argument that the proposed 40 
thousand dollar reduction in the Library monograph acquisition budget 
should not be made, if Senate was going to oppose other recommendations 
to the extent that the overall budget cut would be 2 million rather than 3 
million dollars, one could argue that the laboratory supply money has not 
gone up in spite of inflation, and that the Faculty of Engineering and 
Computer Science, which was laboratory oriented, should at least be given 
back the laboratory money that it has not in fact been given, i.e., when the 
Library budget was increased by 500 thousand dollars, there was no similar 
increase in laboratory supplies budget for the "wet" Faculties, which was 
bread and butter for and of equal importance to those Faculties. 


With respect to the proposed reductions in the Audio-Visual Department 
budget, (item A.6.,), it was argued that while the actual amount may not be 
considered to be particularly large, it nevertheless represented a substantial 
bite out of the Department's total budget; that the people in the Department 
have played a large role particularly with respect to the Psychology 
Department, both in terms of development and actual conduct of graduate 
and undergraduate courses; that it was important to have input from 
Audio-Visual in terms of teaching graduate students how to administer tests 
and to become effective clinical psychologists; that the Audio-Visual 
Department plays a large role in the development of materials for a 
substantial number of research projects in the Psychology Department; and 
that a weakening of the AV's resources would have a fairly substantial 
spin-off effect in that it would not be able to continue to support the 
Psychology Department in the way in which it has done so in the past. 


Prof. Martin stated that the above comments were valid not only with 
respect to Audio-Visual Department but virtually for all other areas as well; 
that the Task Force recognized that the proposed cuts would weaken a lot of 


departments, including those which were less high profile than the 
Audio-Visual Department; that the Task Force had spent a lot of time in 
weighing, fitting, juggling with respect to various areas, etc.; and that in the 
case of Audio-Visual, the Department came back with alternative 
presentations which were discussed twice by the Task Force. He also 
pointed out that it was spelled out in the Report that this was not simply a 
budget cut after three years, i.e., the University has gone through several 
levels of budget cuts over the last three years, including attrition cuts which 
have affected most departments in the University, non indexing of most 
non-salary items, changes in working %conditions which have required 
reallocation of resources, etc.; and that moreover, because of the steady 
squeeze by the Government, Concordia has globally lost some 15 million 
dollars in terms of the grants which it has been getting over the last 2 or 3 
years. 


With respect to Fine Arts, concern was expressed over the History of Music 
electives in the core programme, it being argued that most of the students 
already have had two years in History of Music at the CEGEP level; and 
that either a History of Music Department should be established thereby 
justifying the History of Music electives, or that the core requirement should 
be reduced to one year in History of Music thereby eliminating extra 
sections of the course which have as few as six students in them. 


In response to the above, Senate was advised that the concerns which have 
been expressed were being addressed within the Faculty of Fine Arts with 
regards to the types of courses which are offered in Music, the number of 
sections in particular courses, student enrolments in those courses, etc. 
Furthermore, the Faculty was concerned about the curriculum in Music, it 
has instituted a programme review, and Music would be considered in that 
programme review during the coming year, which will address and answer 
the questions that have been raised. 


Responding to a suggestion that the Task Force should have adopted a 
procedure whereby the Deans were approached, and who in turn could have 
consulted with their Departments with respect to specific cuts, based upon 
budget allocation and dollar value per academic and service department, 
Prof. Martin advised that presentations were in fact made by the heads of 
major service departments and the Faculty Deans, but not the academic 
departments; and that the Task Force took those presentations and attempted 
‘to develop a common feeling across the University. He further explained 
that as evidenced in the Report 9 very diverse things were involved, 
including the Library, the Fine Arts collection, distribution and mail 
delivery, human resources functions, etc.; that the Task Force tried to weigh 
the proposals which were made; that the departments were asked to make 
presentations with the specific cuts in them; that some departments did and 
others did not; that some presentations were more than what was proposed 
and others were less; and that the Task Force then attempted to put all of the 
proposals together. 


In response to a question on procedure vis-a-vis possible motions, it was 
stated that one would strongly recommend that motions not be entertained, 


otherwise Senate could find itself in session throughout the coming 
weekend; and that if we entertain one motion, for example, concerning the 
proposed cut in the Library monograph acquisition budget, we could in 
theory be faced with motions on many items. It was also argued that the 
important point which has been made during this discussion was that it was 
essential for Senate to define the academic priorities of the University so that 
present and future budget cuts could be done on the basis of those defined 
priorities; and that the lesson that members should take from this meeting 
was that Senate has to begin the process of defining the academic priorities 
of the University. 


Dr. Kenniff stated that he was personally very sensitive to the above 
remarks, which echo his own feelings not only with respect to procedure 
but also with respect to substance; and that he would have some of the same 
misgivings with respect to a motion recommending a change in a specific 
item, while feeling at the same time that a lot of things have been said 
around the table concerning changes in many items. He also expressed the 
hope that members would be comforted by the fact that the Vice-Rector, 
Administration and Finance, the Acting Director of Libraries, and the 
Rector, have taken note of the particular remark concerning the Library 
budget, which has been echoed by many people around the table, and that 
that in fact represented a very strong feeling on the part of Senate; and that, 
in addition, with respect to the overall operation, the remarks which have 
been made at this meeting, should be seriously considered by the 
Administration, and conveyed to the Finance Committee of the Board and 
eventually to the Board of Governors itself. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY DEAN 
SWAMY, THAT MOTIONS ON SPECIFIC ITEMS, NOT BE 
ENTERTAINED. . 


It was pointed out that adoption of the above motion would not exclude the 
possibility of a general motion being subsequently proposed. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 


During continued discussion the feeling was expressed that there should be 
general consultation with respect to prioritizing the recommendations in the 
Task Force Report It was further argued that a motion should be adopted to 
the effect that a Senate committee be established with a mandate to prioritize 
the Task Force Proposal when it is presented to the Board of Governors; 
that the committee should be composed mainly of the Deans, who know the 
academic priorities of their own Faculties, and who, although approached 
by the Task Force, were not specifically asked to set priorities within the 
particular framework of the 3 million dollar budget cut; and that the 
committee should also give an advance indication of general overall 
priorities in the future of the University. 


It was pointed out that prioritizing a list totaling something in the order of 3 
million dollars was not really going to be terribly helpful to the Board of 
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Governors which has to envisage bringing the difference between revenue 
and expenditure 3 million dollars closer together. 


It was suggested that a motion be adopted whereby a strong message is sent 
to the Board of Governors to the effect that Senate, as the highest academic 
legislative body, feels that the University cannot live with the proposed cuts 
and at the same time not jeopardize the academic quality of our operation. 


It was pointed out that the issue raised above has already been clarified and 
was being brought forward in the penultimate paragraph in the Conclusion 
of the Task Force Report. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. HAMALIAN, SECONDED BY PROF. 
LIGHTSTONE, THAT SENATE SUPPORTS FULLY THE 
PENULTIMATE PARAGRAPH IN SECTION VI, CONCLUSION, OF 
THE REPORT FROM THE TASK FORCE, NAMELY 


"IF IT APPEARS THAT THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE 
TASK FORCE ONLY SLIGHTLY AFFECT THE QUALITY OF 
EDUCATION, THIS PERCEPTION IS FALSE. WHILE THE 
TASK FORCE HAS ATTEMPTED TO MINIMIZE THE IMPACT 
ON THE QUALITY OF EDUCATION, THESE BUDGET 
COMPRESSIONS, COMING AFTER THOSE OF THE PAST 
FEW YEARS, WILL FURTHER ACCELERATE THE DECLINE 
IN THE QUALITY OF EDUCATION THAT WE OFFER. 
STUDENTS TODAY, IN THIS AND OTHER UNIVERSITIES, 
ARE NOT GETTING THE SAME CALIBRE OF EDUCATION 
THEY WOULD HAVE RECEIVED A FEW YEARS AGO." 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED 
UNANIMOUSLY. 


It was suggested that the above motion be presented to the Board of 
Governors independently of the Task Force Report. 


Next meeting 


It was announced that the next Senate meeting would be held at 2:00 pm, 
Friday, May 24, 1985, in the Conference Room, PSBGM. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 4:50 pm. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


